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THE SOJOURN OF THE APOSTLE JOHN AT EPHESUS 



CARL CLEMEN 
Bonn, Germany 



Until about thirty yeaxs ago it was not doubted, except in restricted 
circles, that the apostle John had spent the closing years of his life at 
Ephesus. To be sure, Vogel, Reuterdahl, and Lutzelberger had, 
some time before this, expressed their doubts, but had found no sup- 
port even from the Tubingen school. Keim's objections were the 
first to make an impression upon others, such as Wittichen and 
Strohlin; and, after H. J. Holtzmann and Scholten had declared 
themselves as agreeing with him fully, the traditional view more and 
more lost supporters. Hausrath, Schenkel, Weiffenbach, Loman, 
O. Holtzmann, Pfleiderer, Erbes, Delff, Bousset, Harnack, Kreyen- 
buhl, R^ville, and Schwartz, renounced it; while, on the other hand, 
even such critics as Overbeck, Weizsacker, Hilgenfeld, and Jiilicher 
adhered to it. 1 And though this controversy has, up to the present, 
been carried on principally in Germany, England and America have, 
of late, been drawn into it. Schmiedel attacks the sojourn of John 
the apostle in Ephesus in the Encyclopedia Biblica (II, 2505 ff.), and 
likewise Professor Bacon, in the Hibbert Journal (1904, 323 ff.). 
But especially noteworthy are the contributions by Rev. W. P. 
Badham to this Journal (American Journal 0} Theology, 1899, 
pp. 729 ff. and 1903, pp. 539 ff.), the latter containing, to some 
extent, new material. It is altogether suitable, therefore, that the 
pages of this Journal should contain also a statement of that 
which can be said in favor of the tradition. 

I begin with that which is most important, viz., the evidence in 
favor of a different fate of the apostle John from that which the tra- 
ditional view assumes; then consider in the second place, the objec- 
tions to the theory of maintaining a sojourn of John in Ephesus, and 

1 For literature up to 1892 see Holtzmann, Einleitung, 3d ed., p. 464; the other 
discussions, as far as they are necessary, willjjbe cited below. 
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finally, examine the evidence in its favor. In treating the first- 
mentioned evidence, I begin with the later and proceed gradually to 
the earlier. 

I 

Badham appeals first of all to the Syrian Martyrology, according 
to which the apostles John and Paul were put to death in Jerusalem. 
But this evidence is surely too late to deserve credence. Still more 
is this true of the other calendars, which name both apostles in the 
same day. Even the testimony of Aphraates, which lately Bousset has 
quoted (Theologische Rundschan, 1905, p. 295), dates only from the 
year 343~4- 

Nor should the passage from Clemens Alexandrinus have been 
quoted: 

fi /xev yap tov Kvpiov Kara. Trjv irapovcriav BiSacrKoXui airo Avyovarov nat- 
trapos apfcafiivrj ptaowTiav rtov Ti/Jeptov xpoviov reXtuniTai, j}8k t<Sv airocrrokiov 
avrov /u<xp( ye riys IIovXov Xurovpyia? im Nc/movos rtkeumrai k.t.A. (Strom., 
VII, 17, 10). 

For even if John could not have been at Ephesus, if he died in the 
time of Nero, such a presumption can hardly be attributed to Cle- 
ment. The purpose of the very phrase f*£XP l ""h IlavXov XeiTovpyias 
is possibly rather to indicate that, in this instance, it is a question of 
the teaching of the apostles in a restricted sense. But even if this 
were not the case, so summary a statement cannot possibly be given 
the preference over the other more detailed accounts according to 
which John lived in Ephesus even "after the death of the tyrant" 
(Quis Dives Salv., 42 = Eusebius, Historia Ecclesiastica, III, 23, 5 ff.). 

The Canon Muratori has John write his gospel in response to a 
request from his fellow-disciples and prior to the Pauline letters. 
But this theory is manifestly so untenable that one can attach no value 
even to its fundamental hypothesis that it happened in Jerusalem. 
And even if this were to be accepted, for reasons which I shall pres- 
ently consider, it would not necessarily follow that John did not 
come to Ephesus later. 

Further, against the Ephesian residence of John, Badham quotes 
the third of the fragments of the Ebionitic gospel, which has been 
preserved for us by Epiphanius, Haer., 30, 13, in which John and 
James are designated as the first to receive the call to discipjeship, 
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assuming that this gospel originated in Palestine, or at least not in 
Asia Minor, and, concluding from this that, if John was especially 
important here, it is not possible that he could later have lived in 
Ephesus. But, in the first place, such a presupposition as to the 
place where the gospel originated has in no way been proved. Hil- 
genfeld (Novum Testamentum extra Canonem Receptum, IV, 1866, 35), 
concluded from the precedence of John rather the very opposite, 
namely, that the gospel had originated in Asia Minor. And, even 
if the presupposition in question were sure, the remark concerning 
John and James is most easily cleared up by the fact that in the gos- 
pel of John, 1 :35 ff., as we shall also see later, John and Andrew are 
designated as the first disciples of Jesus, who also led their brothers 
to Jesus; but if the brothers were to be grouped together, John and 
James also might easily be placed at the head of the list without any 
special reason. That a peculiar importance is attached to the first 
named is not a necessary inference from this order; but if it were, 
how does this exclude the possibility that in the opinion of even the 
writer of this Ebionitic gospel he was at Ephesus later ? 

On the other hand, from the statement of Herakleon, preserved 
for us also in Clemens Alexandrinus, Strom., IV, 9, 73, that Matthew, 
Philip, Thomas, Levi, and many others, did not belong to those who 
made their explicit confession and then departed this life as martyrs, 
one might, at the very most, conclude only that John died the mar- 
tyr's death; but certainly not that John never reached Ephesus, the 
question with which we are primarily concerned. And even the 
former conclusion is not proved; for may he not be included among 
the many others ? Did he have to be mentioned, when, as a matter 
of fact, Herakleon and his teacher Valentinus had no particular rela- 
tions with Asia Minor, where later we shall find the apostle John is 
presumed to be ? That no one will venture to claim. 

Now, however, Papias is said to have testified directly, that John 
was put to death by the Jews, and therefore, doubtless not in Ephesus. 
This in the first place, is asserted in the Codex Coislinianus, 305 of 
the chronicle of Georgios Hamartolos, a manuscript belonging to the 
tenth or eleventh century, of a document a hundred or two hundred 
years older. For while all other manuscripts of it read (III, 134, 
Migne, no, 521): 
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fiera Si tov Aop.€Tuxvov if$ao~i\tvo-e Ne'potias Itos iv, os dVaKaXto-a/u.ti'os 
'Ioxxwriv t<c T)}s wjcov SmiXwrtv oucttv iv 'E<£«ra>. /u,oVos rare napiwv T<§ /8i<j> 
« T<3v 8<i8tKa fia$rfT<Sv Kal cruy-ypai/fa/xevos to kot' aurov ewayycXiov tv tipijvy 
avtira&raTO 

and verify it by several patristic testimonies, the above-named codex 
contains instead of iv elprfvy aveiravaaro the words: paprvplov 
KaTTjgkyrai and then continues: 

llama? yap 6 IepairoAccos iirio-Koiros avroTTTtjs tovtov ycvo/xcvos, iv T({> Scvrt/xu 
A.oya> Ttov Kvpiaicmv \oyitov <patrKa., on vwb 'IouSaiW avrjpiOr], w\r)pd><ras 
Sr/XaSri p.tra. tov aSe\<f>ov ttjv tov X/motov irtpl avrcov irpopprjcriv Kal tt]v 
iavnSv op-oAoyiav irepi tovtov ko.1 o'vyKardOeo'iv . uiriov yap 6 Kvpvos irpbs 
avrous ' Atwwfe irutv to irorqpiov 6 iym irivia; ko! Karavtvo-avrtav irpo6vp.b><; 
koI o~w$cp.evo>v ' To ironjpiov /not), ^ijViv, irUvOt kox to fiairrufpja o iyia 
/3airTt£o/uu ^aitTiaOi\avrBt . koi £ikotu>s • aSwarov yap #*ov tpixxrao'dat. . ovtio 
Si Kal o noXvpadtji 'Qpiyivys iv Trj Kara. Mardatov tpp.ijvtla Sia/Jt/JaiovTai, 
<os on p,tfAapTvpi]Kev 'liodwrfi « T«Sv 8ta8o^a>v T<3v dn-ooraXuv wooTy/taiva- 
/xevos tovto p.epa$r]KCvai. 

Since the same patristic testimonies follow as in the other manu- 
scripts, there arises indeed a contradiction on which account many 
critics consider the Codex Coislinianus interpolated. But even then 
it remains a fact that if Georgios himself did not, someone else a 
little later did, assert what Papias tells with reference to John: inro 
'lovSaimv avrjpSrj . And if this statement unsupported might still 
appear to be of doubtful value, de Boor has discovered in a Codex 
Baroccianus some fragments of an epitome which date from between 
600 and 800, and is probably based upon the church history of 
Philippus Sidetes (430) in which fragments there is a very similar 
reading: 

Ilamrtas iv T<S Sturtpu) \6ym Xiya, oti 'Imavvip o tftoAoyos #cai 'IaKcu/Jos 
6 a8tk<f>bi avrov inrb 'IovSaiW avypiOrjaav. 

To be sure, whether this statement has independent value when placed 
beside that of Georgios may be doubted: since earlier even in the 
Codex Baroccianus the work of Papias is given the unusual title 
\6yia icvpiaicd without ef 577770-6*5, Georgios appears not to have drawn 
directly from it but rather to be dependent on the epitome, or as the 
case may be, Philippus Sidetes. 2 But even then we now know that 

* The points adduced by Zahn, Forschungen, VI, 148, 1, against this view are of 
no importance. 
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an author who lived in the seventh or eighth, if not in the fifth, century 
had read of such things already in Papias; it is, therefore, to be 
assumed, until the contrary has been proved, that his writings actu- 
ally contained such a statement. 

To be sure, it cannot have been worded as formulated in the 
epitome, or, as the case may be, by Philippus Sidetes. For, even if 
as early as the beginning of the third century, as we are reminded by 
Schwartz, 3 we hear about psalms which rbv \oyov rod 6eov [tov 
Xpwrdi>] v/jLvova-iv OeoXoyovvre: (Eusebius, Historic Ecclesiastica, V, 
28, 5) ; o 0eoX6yo<} as an epithet of John can scarcely be shown 
to exist before the end of the fourth century. I see, however, no 
reason why the passage concerning James should not have been 
found in as early an author as Papias; for whether Georgios was 
dependent directly upon him or upon the epitome or, as the case 
may be, Philippus Sidetes, he might in any case disregard the pas- 
sage as unimportant to him. We thus assume, indeed, that Papias 
has related a similar thing about John, the son of Zebedee — and it is 
just this which seems entirely impossible to most people. As a rule, 
to be sure, they argue at the same time against the historicity of that 
statement. This, however, is not the question here under discussion; 
just at present we are asking only whether Papias could have said 
such a thing. But even that is disputed. 

How can it be believed, says Harnack (Chronologie, I, 665 f.), that 
such information could be contained in a document which has been 
read by Irenaeus, Eusebius, and many others? And Zahn, par- 
ticularly adds to this: "Above all, how could Eusebius have left this 
weapon unused in his fight against the apostolic character of the 
apocalypt and the teacher of Papias, if Papias himself furnished him 
this weapon ? " I am of the opinion, however, that if one admits at 
all that Eusebius (and even Irenaeus) was able to classify this pas- 
sage with the irapaSo^a and iivBvKwrepa which he found elsewhere 
in Papias (Historic Ecclesiastica, III, 39, 8, n), it cannot be expected 
of him that he ought to have used it as an argument against the 
apostolic origin of the apocalypse. And still less can it be said that 
he need not, in that case, have given himself the trouble of proving 

3 " Ueber den Tod der Sonne Zebedaei," Abhondlungen der CSUinger GeseUschajt 
der Wissenschaften, Neue Folge, VII, 5, 7. 
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from the procemium of Papias that the latter was no pupil of the 
apostle John, but might have referred to his own statement. For 
that could not at all be derived from it, no matter how it was worded. 

By this, however, it is of course not yet proved that Papias actu- 
ally wrote in this way; on the contrary, it would have to be disputed, 
if one could succeed in making it probable that in his case, in reality, 
something else was to be read. And this indeed has been tried in a 
variety of ways. 

Luthardt (Der Johanneische Ur sprung, 105) was of the opinion that 
Papias was speaking only of James, but that Georgios Hamartolos 
or the author of the Codex Coislinianus had, by mistake, taken the 
latter for John. This explanation has become impossible since the 
Codex Baroccianus was discovered, in which both John and James 
are spoken of; for that the mention of his name is an addition first 
made by the epitomist or Philippus Sidetes we perceived above to be 
impossible of proof. And even if we wished to assume it, we could 
hardly consider it possible that one of the authors just named could 
have quoted from Papias — if he said only what was already known; 
namely, that James was put to death by the Jews. 

Lightfoot (Essays on Supernatural Religion, 211 f.) was rather of 
the opinion, therefore, that in the source of Georgios originally the fol- 
lowing stood : Hairias .... <j>dafcet, on 'Iwavw/? p,ep vrrb Ttav'Vmfiaimv 
/SacrtXtW KareSuedadi) ek Hdrfiov, 'Idietoftos Be inrb 'IovSaiW av- 
jipedt), but that the words beginning with 'Io>dwr)<{ and ending 
with Be had through some circumstances or other been omitted. 
Harnack modified this hypothesis so that he conjectured that Geor- 
gios himself had written as quoted; these particular words, however, 
had been omitted from one copy of his work and were missing, there- 
fore, in the Codex Coislinianus (in which Harnack thus finds a 
later recension of the text of the chronicle of Georgios). Still another, 
he believes, had rightly recognized the gap in the preceding from the 
fact that in the text, as he found it, the following was then said of John : 
Tr\r]paxTa<s BrjKaBr) fiera tov aBe\<pov tjjj/ tov X/»wtov nrepl avr&v 
Trpopprjeriv k.t.X. ; but he filled this gap most disastrously by gratui- 
tously adding the words: teal 6 'Ia/cw/80? 6 aBe\<f>bi avrov. Harnack 
himself adds: "In what way this addition has come down to the 
Codex Baroccianus cannot, indeed, be stated, and this opinion is 
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not at all easy to adopt." But even if we disregard this difficulty, 
which others will rate very much greater, Harnack's theory continues 
to be very improbable. For Georgios had already related the mar- 
tyrdom of James in III, 119 (Migne, no, 426), and the banishment 
of John in chap. 131 (Migne, no, 517); how, then, should it come 
about that he should later on, when it was not a point in question, 
bring evidence for the truth of both statements by a quotation from 
Papias ? This is all the more difficult to conceive as in the case of 
both of these events it was a question about matters which surely did 
not need to be proved from Papias first of all. Moreover, if Lightfoot 
conceives these words to have been dropped from some source of 
Georgios, we know nothing whatever of such a source; only from the 
epitome found in the Codex Barocdanus or the church history of 
Philippus Sidetes, as we have seen, can it be made probable that they 
lay before his eyes. And, really, both would not have arrived at the 
theory of the omission of some words, if both had not been convinced 
to begin with, that Papias could not have written as reported in the 
Coislinianus and the Baroccianus; but it is just this which up to the 
present, does not seem to me to be proved. 

Furthermore, Zahn, who starts out with the same supposition, 
applies the statement in Papias to John the Baptist, receiving thereby 
the applause of a few Roman Catholic theologians; but that also is, 
in my opinion, scarcely a tenable explanation. It is true this can 
be said in its favor (provided that Papias also spoke of James) that 
the former is named before the latter, and is, consequently, considered 
as having been put to death before him. But this precedence of 
John over James can, of course, also be explained by the fact that the 
former son of Zebedee was better known than the latter, who had 
been put to death before, as early as the year 44. The associa- 
tion of John the Baptist with James, the son of Zebedee, also has 
a very unusual look in spite of Matt. 5:12; 23:293., where there 
is always only a comparison of the fate of the disciples with that of 
the prophets of the Old Testament. 4 And if finally the word, John, 
without addition always designates John the Baptist in the gospels 

4 The so-called gospel commentary of Theophilus, on the other hand, remarks 
with reference to Matt. 21:342., as Zahn himself quotes: '"servos occisos' prophetas, 
'alios postea missos' apostolos dicit, ex quibus 'unum decollaverunt ' Joannem," and 
thus classifies John the Baptist with the apostles. 
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and in the older ecclesiastical literature, an explanation for this can 
be found in the fact that, in the context, he did not need to be named 
more fully. But if Papias spoke simply of John without distinctive 
epithet, in connection with James, which we have seen to be most 
probable, he really had the apostle in mind. Even if the name of 
James had been added first by Philippus Sidetes or by the epitomist, 
it would still be the less probable view that a passage, which these 
applied to the son of Zebedee, should really refer to John the Baptist. 
We are reminded by Zahn to be sure (Einleitung, 2nd ed., Vol. II, 
468) that Polycarp, whom an older Armenian, Ananias Sharkuni, had 
called a pupil of the evangelist John, had been made a pupil of John 
the Baptist by an Armenian of the twelfth century, Vardan Vardapet, 
on the authority of the former. But surely of more importance than 
the statement of this Armenian is the testimony of Sidetes (in spite 
of the bad character given him by ancient as well as modern his- 
torians) and the epitomist, and, if these latter are independent of the 
former, Georgios Hamartolos or the writer of the Codex Coislinianus. 
If they, or at least one of them, understood the passage of Papias as 
referring to John the apostle, it is most likely that he meant it that 
way. 5 

And this now is decisive, at the same time, against the theory of 
Schlatter (Die Kirche Jerusalems vom Jahre 70-130, 50 f.) that by the 
John of Papias was originally to be understood the bishop of Jeru- 
salem. No other writer, moreover, mentions that this John was 
murdered by the Jews. It is still the most natural thing, therefore, 
to apply the passage of Papias to John the apostle. 

Likewise the attempt has been made, on the other hand, to inter- 
pret wo 'lovSahov ap7jpe0t) or avypeOrjaav as used in the sense of 
Papias in a different way from that followed apparently by those 
later on. Is that possible ? 

Godet (Commentary on St. John, Eng. transl., Vol. I, p. 64) is 
of the opinion that he had spoken of an injury to the apostle, for 
which the Jews were responsible and which had hastened the end of 
the aged apostle. But aside from the fact that we find nothing about 
such a fatal accident anywhere else and so the difficulty remains the 

5 Schwartz's polemic, on the other hand, is directed against an opinion not at all 
championed by Zahn. 
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same as before, it is evident either that Papias must have written very 
obscurely or that his successor, or successors, must have thoroughly 
misunderstood him. And if he had been speaking at the same time 
of James — as was probably the case — he would have distinguished 
his fate from that of his brother. If he did not do this, he certainly 
conceived of their experiences as alike. 

This now does away, likewise, with the theory of Gutjahr (Die 
Glaubwiirdigkeit des irenaischen Zeugnisses iiber die Abjassung des 
vierten kanonischen Evangeliums, in) that Papias has understood 
aPTjpeffi), the word actually used by him, to mean the exile of John 
to Patmos caused by the Jews. But even if he had not as yet 
spoken of James, Philippus Sidetes, or the epitomist as well as, pos- 
sibly, Georgios Hamartolos (i. e. if he himself read Papias) or the 
writer of the Codex Coislinianus, must thoroughly have misunder- 
stood him. 6 This Gutjahr actually assumes; but as yet we have 
found no compelling reason for this view. We are rather forced to 
consider it as not only possible but also as most probable that Papias 
relates that the apostle John was put to death by the Jews. 

But in so doing the historicity of this statement is by no means 
proved, nor is that of all those other items of information about 
which no one doubts that they were found in Papias. Nay, the con- 
trary could, even at this stage, be made to appear the more likely if it 
could be shown how this view of Papias might have arisen. And 
this, in fact, appears to me to be possible. 

Many of the later fathers claim that the words Mark 10:39 and 
parallels: to (lev iroTqpiov, 8 iya> Trlva>, irU<T0€' teal rb ftcbirrurfia, 
8 iym fiairrl^oftat, ficnrTurOfaeade were fulfilled in the case of both 
sons of Zebedee by their martyrdom. I might, therefore, have spoken 
earlier of this interpretation of these words of Christ; but I have 
postponed it, up to the present, because in Papias we have the oldest 
passage on which they might have had an influnece. This both of 
the scholars just named^have supposed. Perhaps it will be permitted 
to add still further in favor of it that Georgios Hamartolos or, at 
least, the recension of his chronicle preserved to us in the Codex 

6 If Gutjahr says, in this connection, that also Georgios, or his interpolator prob- 
ably understood irypiSri as referring to the exile to Patmos, this is moreover, in contra- 
diction to what he himself states correctly on p. 107. 
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Coislinianus actually refers to these words. For it is quite possible 
even after what has been said above, that the one or the other used 
Papias himself, and with this presupposition it can, furthermore, be 
assumed that they had read the above reference already in his work. 
Or is this unthinkable in case of such an apxaios avjp (Irenaeus, 
Adv. Haer., V, 33, 4 = Eusebius, Historia Ecclesiastua, III, 39, 1) ? 
In answer I shall not appeal to the observation on the same words 
of Christ attributed to Polycarp and preserved by Victor of Capua, 
according to a catena, in his Liber Responsorum (Pair. ap. opp., II, 
171): 

per huius modi potum significat passionem; et Jacobum quidem novimus (instead 
of novissimum) martyrio consummandum, fratrem vero eius Joannem transi- 
turum absque martyrio, quamvis et afflictiones plurimas et exilia toleraverit. 
sed praeparatam martyrio mentem Christus martyrem indicavit. nam apostolus 
Paulus quotidie, inquit, morior, cum impossibile sit quotidie mori hominem ea 
morte, qua semel vita haec finitur. sed quoniam pro evangelio ad mortem iugiter 
erat praeparatus, se mori quotidie sub ea significatione testatus est. legitur et in 
dolio ferventis olei pro nomine Christi beatus Joannes fuisse demersus. 

For even if one did consider with Zahn, the last sentence a later 
one — for which, however, in my opinion there is no decisive evi- 
dence; for John's "oil martyrdom," since, after all, he survived 
it, could be grouped by the same author among his afflictiones — 
the use of 1 Cor. 15:31 in the mouth of Polycarp would seem 
altogether too striking. The fragment can, therefore, scarcely 
belong to him and cannot be adduced in this connection. (Com- 
pare also Harnack, Die Ueberlieferung, 73.) Likewise the Acts of 
John, which was first to record the oil martyrdom of John for us, and 
that, probably, also on the basis of the same utterance of Christ, are 
of later origin ; they cannot, therefore, be quoted to prove that already 
Papias or the tradition which prepared the way for him could have 
arrived, by means of that utterance, at their idea of the death of the 
apostle John. But is such a proof at all needed? For did not 
Papias, according to Eusebius (Historia Ecclesiastica, III, 39, 9) 
also relate of Justus Barsabbas that he emptied a cup of poison 
without injury — and no doubt only on the strength of Mark 16:18: 
K&v Oavdcrifiov n irimcriv, ov fir) avrotK fSXdifrei ? To be sure, it 
was a question here, as well as in the case of the oil martyrdom, only 
of such additions to the tradition as did not contradict it. But it was 
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an entirely different matter in the case of the passage from the same 
Papias, preserved by Apolinarius, about the death of Judas which, in 
any case, does not agree with Matt. 27:5, notwithstanding the assertion 
to the contrary by him and many others after him. And if Papias 
did, in this instance, contradict the fiifiXia, it was possible for him, 
in spite of a ?w<ro tyt>vr\ to the contrary (Eusebius, Historic Ecclesias- 
tica, III, 39, 4), which perhaps existed even at that time, neverthe- 
less, to assume, on the strength of Mark 10:39, that John had been 
put to death by the Jews and, therefore, doubtless, not at Ephesus. 
Or was this passage actually to be interpreted thus ? 

This has very recently been claimed by Wellhausen, and particu- 
larly by Schwartz. Indeed, while the former, speaking of this pas- 
sage (Das Evangelium Marci, 90), only says: "The prophecy of the 
martyrdom has reference not only to James but also to John, and 
if it had remained half unfulfilled it would hardly be found in the 
gospel," Schwartz designates it a vaticinium ex eventu for the reason 
that both of the sons of Zebedee had departed this life at the same 
time and together. But this is, in every respect, an entirely unproved 
and, in fact, impossible assertion. 

In the first place, if John is claimed to have been put to death with 
James shortly before 44, it will of course be necessary for Schwartz 
to distinguish from the son of Zebedee the John, who according to 
Gal. 2 : 9, together with James, the brother of Christ, and Peter, had 
dealings with Paul at the so-called apostolic council. He, on the 
contrary, identifies him with John Mark and combats the view that 
the latter accompanied Paul and Barnabas on their first missionary 
voyage; for that would hardly be in accord with a later "pillar." 
But can the above report really be taken as incredible? When 
Schwartz says that Acts 12:25 is shown to be unhistorical by 
Gal. 1:17-19; 2:1, this in no wise touches the statement that John 
Mark went to Antioch; and when, further, he says that the legen- 
dary character of the missionary journey to Cyprus is obvious, 
this again is not applicable to the statement etyov & ical 'ImdvvTjv 
virijpdrrjv . And still less does it follow that the statement in 12 : 25 ff. 
is a poor doublet of 15:371!., simply because in 12:25 Barnabas and 
Paul return with John from Jerusalem to Antioch, while in 15:37 
John suddenly (?) appears in Antioch after Paul and Barnabas had 
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been in Jerusalem; and because in 13:4 s., John joins only in the 
missionary journey to Cyprus in which Paul appears solely as a 
performer of miracles (?), while in 15:39 John and Barnabas go to 
Cyprus. For 12:25 ff. goes back to much too good a source to be 
interpreted in that way. 7 It is, moreover, unlikely that the conflict 
which is here narrated had, like that with Peter, Gal. 2:11 ff., to do 
with doctrinal questions, and had arisen between Paul and John Mark. 
For even if one might assume that the author of the Acts of the Apos- 
tles had passed over this conflict in silence, as well as over the contro- 
versy with Peter in general, John Mark, and not Barnabas, would 
have to appear as Paul's opponent, or at least not Barnabas alone; 
especially if, as Schwartz also assumes, a report of the journey is here 
used which was written by a companion of Paul. 8 That this conflict 
with Barnabas, though it was at first only of a personal nature, could 
by no means have led to a separation from Paul, if there had not been 
between the two men an estrangement still remaining from the inci- 
dent with Peter, and a doctrinal difference has been claimed by others 
also; but it does not by any means follow from this that John 
Mark played an entirely different rdle. Moreover, his position as a 
pillar would be incompatible with the r61e which he plays in Col. 4 : 10; 
Phil. 24; 2 Tim. 4:11. On this account Schwartz, following others, 
distinguishes this Mark from the John Mark of the Acts. But even 
if this were correct, the description of John Mark in the Acts of the 
Apostles would, nevertheless, remain such that we should be unable 
to recognize him in Gal. 2:9. And, moreover, is it at all possible that 
a disciple who does not belong to the number of the twelve would have 
been associated with Peter as a pillar ? In the case of James, the 
brother of Christ, this was an entirely different matter. 

But how did Schwartz arrive at the conclusion at all that John 
and James must have been executed together shortly before 44 ? He 
is of the opinion that the conversation in Mark 10:352. can be 
explained only by assuming its non-historicity. Only in case both 
died together could one have come to the thought that they would sit 
at Christ's right hand and left hand in his glory, a thought which, 

1 Compare my Paulus I, 218 ff. 

8 When he says, besides, that this report is placed in a connection entirely incom- 
patible with the Pauline reports, it is more than I can understand. In any case a 
proof is lacking. 
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then later others, combated by this very invention of the above con- 
versation. If we assume it for a moment to be unhistorical, did 
both sons of Zebedee really have to die at the same time? Was 
it not sufficient if they were the first and, for some time, the only 
martyrs? I shall not attach much importance to the fact that in 
Acts 12 James only is spoken of, and that it is not even stated of John 
that, though he was caught and imprisoned, he later escaped, as did 
Peter. It would remain sufficiently important for our argument if 
John died as a martyr, and some time before the writing of the gospel 
of Mark. But this, now, Schwartz accepts only because he considers 
the whole conversation unhistorical. And is this really necessary ? 

Again we attach no importance to the fact that, as Schwartz him- 
self mentions, the petition for the place at the right and at the left of 
Christ is attributed by Matthew to the mother of Zebedee's sons, while 
Luke omits the conversation entirely. For if, therefore, even Matthew, 
according to this view, was offended by a single phase of it and Luke, 
at least, no longer understood the accepted purpose of the whole con- 
versation, it is nevertheless possible that it originally did actually have 
such a purpose. To be sure this is not very probable; at any rate it 
would, in that event, have been more natural to relate, as in Mark 
10 : 28 ff ., that the sons of Zebedee had said to Jesus : ' 'Behold we are 
ready to die for thee. Shall we not, therefore, sit at thy right and at 
thy left?" and that he replied: to icadUrai 4k Sel-i&v fiov ical il; 
evanwftmv fiov, ovk eariv ifibv Sovvai a\X' oh ^roifiao-rat. But 
why is it necessary that Mark 10:39 should be considered a vatici- 
nium ex eventu at all ? Has not Christ in other instances prophesied 
suffering to his disciples, whatever interpretation be given to a few 
such passages ? And if this prophecy is intended here specifically for 
the sons of Zebedee, is it not possible that they really expressed the 
request which is here attributed to them, by virtue of the position they 
occupied with reference to Christ and their kinship which, in part, 
determined their attitude toward him? They were doubtless his 
cousins. I am entirely unable to find a sound reason why this con- 
versation should not be authentic. Nay, one cannot even say with 
Wellhausen: "If the prophecy of the martyrdom had remained 
unfulfilled to the extent of one-half, it would hardly stand in the 
gospel." For even if one understood the passage in this way, it is 
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still possible that it should be fulfilled in John's case also; from 
the gospel of Mark and Matthew evidence might, therefore, perhaps 
even be drawn that he was still alive in their own day. But the words 
of Christ, to iror-qpiov S i<ya> irlvm, irleo~6e, Kal to /3dirrco-fia 8 eyw 
PairTi&fiai, fiairna-Oijo-eo-Oe, do not need at all to be interpreted as 
a prophecy of the martyrdom, even after the execution of James. 
The conclusion cannot, therefore, be drawn from them that, at the 
time of the writing of Mark, John had died a martyr. The whole 
chain of reasoning must be objected to; Mark 10:35 ^- an d parallels 
do not prove that the apostle John died a martyr and, therefore, did 
not live in Ephesus during the closing years of his life. The latter 
view, on the contrary, is, so far as yet appears, quite possible. But 
perhaps it may now, by a second series of arguments, be shown to 
be impossible. 

II 

It has long been observed and emphasized by several critics that 
aside perhaps from the Johannine literature, to which we do not as 
yet refer, of the Christian writings up to the time of Irenaeus which 
refer to, or which are assigned to, Asia Minor, or actually had their 
origin there, none take John's sojourn in Ephesus for granted. But 
does this argumentum e silentio, in considering which I shall, as 
before, begin with the oldest evidence, actually prove that he could 
not have gone there ? 

For the lifetime of Paul this will, no doubt, have to be considered 
conclusive evidence. For it cannot be denied that somewhere and 
somehow mention of this apostle John would have been made if he 
was in Ephesus, whether it be in the source of the Acts of the Apostles 
where his visits to Ephesus are spoken of, or by the apostle himself 
when he writes from Ephesus to Corinth or by way of Ephesus to 
Timothy (2 Tim. 4:19 ff.), to Colossae, to Philemon, and again to 
Timothy (2 Tim. 4:9 ff. ; i:i5ff.). 9 It is indeed possible that the 
withdrawal of Phygellus and Hermogenes from Paul, which can 
hardly have been, at the same time, a withdrawal from the gospel, 
was connected with the arrival of the apostle John in Asia, but this, 

9 Concerning the authenticity of these passages, as well as of the epistle to the 
Colossians, see my Paulus, Vol. I, 122 ff., 159 ff. 
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of course, and especially in this instance, is only a conjecture which 
can hardly have any value. 

Another matter is the farewell address of Paul to the elders of 
Ephesus, Acts 2o:i8ff., which, in the form here found, cannot 
be authentic, as the addresses found in the Acts generally cannot 
be, and which will, therefore, have to be discussed here. But does 
it not argue against a later sojourn of John at Ephesus that Paul is 
here only made to prophesy of grievous wolves ? I do not explain 
this by saying that, just as elsewhere, the underlying thought of the 
discourse elaborated by him might have been handed down to the 
autor ad Theophiium by tradition, so here it might have been handed 
down to him that Paul, on this occasion, had expressed only a warning ; 
for that would be purely a conjecture. But can it not be considered 
probable that the autor ad Theophiium desired merely to have Paul 
appear as speaking of the immediate future and especially, as above 
all, warning, and not pacifying, the Ephesians ? In that case, then, 
John might easily be, or have been, sojourning in Ephesus at the 
time of the Acts of the Apostles; this would not need to be mentioned 
therein. 

The first epistle of Peter, which, in my opinion, dates from the 
time of Domitian, it is true, addresses itself to the elect strangers 
of the dispersion throughout all Asia Minor, but was not, of course, 
delivered to them all. It must, therefore, have reference only to those 
Pauline circles for which the apostle John had no particular signifi- 
cance. The fact that there is no mention of him does not, therefore, 
disprove the possibility that he might nevertheless have been at 
Ephesus at that time. 

It is a matter of greater difficulty to assume this in the case of the 
epistle to the Ephesians, which I consider to be not of Pauline origin, 
but still later than the first epistle of Peter. 10 For this epistle is 
addressed expressly to Ephesus itself. It has been suggested that the 
iv 'E<^<r$> of the address is of later origin; but that, in my opinion, 
cannot be proved. Are we then to suppose that he, too, had in mind 
only a part of the Ephesian congregation, which had nothing to do 
with John ? That is not impossible; but it would indeed be more 
natural to suppose that John was not there at that time. However, 

"> Ibid., 138 ff. 
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even that is not necessary, for the epistle to the Ephesians has refer- 
ence to local conditions to a still smaller degree than the first epistle 
of Peter. It sends greetings, for instance, to no one in Ephesus, as 
the latter does not to anyone in Asia Minor. Why then should they 
mention John if he was in Ephesus at that particular time, or had been 
there before ? 

Certainly there existed no reason for mentioning him in the first 
letter of Clement; and if it be said, if there was an apostle at Ephesus, 
it was necessary for the church of Rome to relegate the management 
of Corinthian affairs to him, this is not conclusive, even if we 
consider the high regard which the church of the metropolis 
enjoyed soon afterward in Asia Minor also. But, above all, one can 
quite well assume, at least for the present, that, at that time, John 
was no longer living; before that, therefore, he could easily have 
sojourned at Ephesus. 

What was said about the first epistle of Peter and the epistle to 
the Ephesians applies to the epistles of Timothy as well; they may 
have been addressed to certain, not Johannine, circles. Besides the 
writers of all four, epistles might have avoided alluding to John even 
indirectly, because that would have been an anachronism. Peter 
and Paul had died in the year 64; John, however, could have reached 
Ephesus only later, if at all. But if, finally, one is surprised to find 
that after this happened, letters written in or for Asia Minor were 
accredited to other apostles, he will likewise have to deny that the first 
epistle of Peter was written in Rome or Asia Minor, where, as is well 
known, Paul had been active a long time." 

And thus we come to Ignatius, and in his case with more right 
than in the case of others mentioned, one might, indeed, expect a 
mention of John. In speaking to the Romans, if the epistle is 
genuine, he alludes to the fact that Peter and Paul had taught 
among them (4, 3) — why does he call the Ephesians only HavKov 
aviifiwrrai (12, 2) ? Now as regards the first point, Ignatius was 
not so pedantic as to feel constrained to remind the Ephesians of 
their apostles simply because, if he was the author, he had done so 
in case of the Romans. And if he actually does mention Paul, it 

" Harnack is, indeed, of the opinion {Chronologic, 1, 455 ff.) that it is not accredited 
to Peter till later on. But the reasons given for this view are in no way conclusive. 
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is with quite another and different purpose. Before this he speaks 
of the Ephesians as irdpobo? t&v ek dehv avaipovp.ev<ov, i. e., a place 
through which those had to pass who were led away to God, and this 
again means that those Christians who were to die (for their faith) 
in Rome were, as a rule, here put on board the boat." If in this 
connection the Ephesians are called Hav\ov av/iftwrrai, it is done 
because he too had journeyed to Rome to his death by way of Ephesus 
(and at the same time, it is true, also by way of Jerusalem) ; this, to be 
sure, was not the case with John, and so no mention could be made 
of him here. And another instance where his name would have to 
be mentioned, if he had lived in Ephesus, one will be still less able 
to produce. But it is quite easily possible, if the above supposition 
holds good, to think of him also when Ignatius says about the Ephe- 
sians (n, 2): teal rot? a7rooTo'\ot5 irdvrore avvrjaav h> Bvvdfiei 
'Irja-ov XpurTov; in fact, since, as far as we know, no other apostle 
besides Paul was in Ephesus and Ignatius does not need to generalize, 
one could here find nothing less than a proof for the sojourn of John 
at Ephesus. 

That the letter of Polycarp makes mention only of Paul (once, 
however, conjointly with the other apostles) can be explained, of 
course, on the basis of special relationship existing between him and 
the church of Philippi which he addresses. For the express mention 
of John, however, there was no urgent reason; therefore in this case 
also, nothing can be done with the argumentum e silentio. And this 
is true also — to add this right here — of the martyrdom of Polycarp. 

If we pass over Papias for the moment, Hegesippus only remains 
as one from whom one could really expect a mention of the sojourn 
of John at Ephesus. But he too seems to have known nothing of it, 
inasmuch as Eusebius, says Scholten (Der Apostel Johannes inKlein- 
asien, 36), even when actually copying from him a passage bearing 
upon the persecution of the Christians under Domitian, does not refer 
to the work of Hegesippus, which lay open before him at that 
moment, in support of the description, which follows immediately, 
of the freeing of John from his banishment and his transfer to Ephesus, 
but rather refers to o r&p Trap' r\\uv apxaimv \0709 (Historia Ecclesi- 
astica, III, 20, 9). That Hegesippus lay still open before him at this 
13 Compare Ramsay, The Church in the Roman Empire before A. D. 170, 318 f. 
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moment can be doubted — he has quoted, in the meantime, from Ter- 
tullian's Apologeticum — but even if that were the case it would not 
necessarily have to contain a statement about John, especially in that 
specific form. From the fact that Hegesippus (according to Eusebius, 
op. cit., III, 32, 6 ff.) actually says that gnosticism made its appear- 
ance only when none of the apostles was any longer living, and that 
he mentions only Symeon, the son of Clopas, as a witness surviving 
from the beginning (i. e., of Christianity) up to Trajan, it could rather 
be inferred that John could not have lived so long and also have had 
anything to do with the Gnostics, as is related of him elsewhere. But 
it is possible either that Hegesippus knew nothing definite concerning 
it or that he attached no such importance to it, or that John really 
did not live any longer; nothing, therefore, can be found in Hegesip- 
pus which would argue against the sojourn of John at Ephesus, if it 
is attested by others before him. And this now takes us finally to 
the proofs in favor of this conclusion, among which, as is generally 
known, that of Irenaeus occupies the first position. 

Ill 

Irenaeus not only claims repeatedly that the apostle John spent 
the closing years of his life at Ephesus, but in proof thereof, refers 
to the testimony of the presbyters, who he claimed had seen him 
in Asia, especially to that of Polycarp {Adv. Haer., II, 22, 51; III, 
3, 4; cf. V, 30, 1; 33, 3, Eusebius, Historia Ecclesiastica, V, 24, 
16). But did these, perchance, have in mind another John who 
might at that time have lived in Asia? This, as stated above, is 
the opinion of many modern critics, and if these are correct, thz 
belief in the sojourn of the apostle John would not, it is true, fall to 
the ground, but it would lose one of its chief supports. We shall, 
therefore, have to examine into the above assertion most carefully 
and shall ask, in the first place, whether at all there is any reason 
for imputing such a mistake to Irenaeus. 

1. There are three points which are advanced in proof of it: 
a) It is in all probability true that Irenaeus was mistaken with ref- 
erence to Papias, whom he also makes a hearer of John {Adv. Haer., 
V, 33, 4). This Eusebius {Historia Ecclesiastica, III, 39, 2) correctly 
concludes from the fact that Papias says in the procemium to his work: 
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«t hi wov kcu irapi}Ko\ov6i)K<os tis tois irpt<rj3vTi'pois ikOoi, tovs rSv Trpcvfivripoiv 
avtKpivov Adyous • ri 'Av&peas ij ti Ilerpos ttirtv 17 ri <f iAmtttos iy ti ©a>/xas 
■t} 'Ia<cco/?os ij ti 'I<oavvijs rj MaT#aTos ^f tis Ircpos t«3v tov Kvpiov paOrfrav a re 
'A/motiW Kat 6 irpeo-jSvrepos laiavyijs, ot tov nvpunj padrfrai, Xiyovcriv . 

If this is to be accepted as it stands, then Papias must have inquired 
oj the successors to the presbyters what, among other things, the 
apostle John had said; not even the presbyter John, who must in any 
case be distinguished from him, was the teacher of Papias. But since 
whatever might be said of the passages of Irenaeus' work bearing upon 
the presbyters, according to Eusebius (op. cit., 8, 14), Papias certainly 
related traditions of the presbyter John, it is quite easy to believe that 
Irenaeus considered him the teacher of Papias — which was done also 
by Eusebius — and then identified him with the apostle. That this is 
done also by Apolinarius, Andreas, Anastasius Sinaita, Maximus Con- 
fessor, and Georgios Hamartolos, cannot stand against the exegesis 
of Eusebius and the direct testimony of Papias; there can be no 
doubt that here Irenaeus was actually mistaken. But by admitting 
this, nothing at all, of course, is decided with reference to the sojourn 
of the apostle at Ephesus; for it will be impossible to claim that 
Papias, who wrote between 140 and 160, must have heard John, 
if the latter was in Ephesus in his later years; though as TloXutcdpirov 
erat/909 and apxaios avqp he was perhaps not born later than Poly- 
carp, he might have been converted later or have grown up elsewhere 
than in Hierapolis, in spite of his Phrygian name. Then, too, the fact 
that in his prologue he mentions John and Matthew last among the 
apostles can be accounted for only on the ground that as writers of 
the gospels they were less taken into consideration in oral tradition, 
but not because they had no relations with Asia Minor. 

b) Moreover this must be added that even that which Irenaeus 
relates of the traditions of the presbyters who had seen John cannot 
go back to an apostle. I pass over here the question as to where 
Irenaeus obtained these traditions; it does not seem to me to be 
decided even by Corssen (Zeitschrijt }itr die neuteslamentliche Wissen- 
schajt, 1901, 202 ff., 290, 1) and Gutjahr. And likewise in order not to 
prove anything superfluous, I limit myself to those passages in which 
Irenaeus states expressly that the presbyters quoted by him had seen 
the apostle John in Asia. Of these passages there are altogether three. 
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a) Irenaeus says, in the first place {Adv. Haer., II, 22, 5) : 

quia autem triginta annorum aetas prima indolis est iuvenis et extenditur usque 
ad quadragesimum annum, omnis quilibet confitetur; a quadragesimo et quin- 
quagesimo anno declinat iam in aetatem seniorem, quam habens dominus noster 
docebat, sicut evangelium Hal irdn-es Si d rpttrfMrcpoi imprvpownv oi Kara rii» 'Avtav 
'lai&vvy r^! row Kvplov nadifry <rvji/3e/3\ijic4res [ofrroiit] TrapadeSuintvai [ra&ri toCtoJ t6v 

The presbyters testify therefore, that Christ had reached the aetas 
senior which began with the fortieth or fiftieth year. 13 But could 
the apostle John really have furnished them with this information? 
Again we need not investigate, in this connection how John 8:57 
(ehrop ovv oi 'lovSaloi tt/jo? avr6v • irevTrjKovra err) oinrto e%€«), 
to which Irenaeus also refers as his authority, is to be explained; for 
this will doubtless remain an indubitable fact, Von Bebber notwith- 
standing (Zur Chronologie des Lebens Jesu, 147 f.), that Christ did not 
reach the age even of forty. But how, then, is it possible for the pres- 
byters to testify to something else ? 

/S) What we find in V, 30, 1 is clearer: 

tovt<dv 8k <wT<i>s i)(ovT<ov, kcu iv ircuri St rots crwovScuoK »cot apxiuois avriypa- 
(poii tov apiO/Aov tovtov Kti/jitvov, kcu. p-apTvpovvruiv airw €Ketv<av rmv 
kq.t' o^av tov 'Iwowiyv impaKoriov, kcu tov Xoyov SiZcutkovtos lj/xas on 6 api.0- 
ubs tov ovd/naTos rov Orjpwv Kara rr/v T<av 'EXAiJvan' ijrijcpov 8ia w iv avT<3 
ypa/xp-aTaiv [i£a.KOcrlovs i$u kcu c&Jkovto. kcu i$, tovtictti SexaSas buoCa.% Tats 
tKaTOVTcicnv kcu CKarovra&is 6/xotas rat; uovdcnv], ovk 018a jrfis icrtpdXrjardv 
Tivts iiraKoXovdrjcravrts tS«0TMr/x<5 icai tov uicrov ^Oirrjcrav tipiOp.ov tov 6v6- 
ftaTOi, v ij/rjcpicrua v<pt\.6vT€s kcu. dvri tS>v i£ SeKaoW (uav SacaSa jSouXo- 
utvoi tivai. 

We are not told here, it is true, that the presbyters had seen John in 
Asia; but since it is a question about a passage of the apocalypse 
(13:18) and the latter originated there, it is probably taken for 
granted here also; but precisely for the reason that it had its origin 
here, and that, according to the best and oldest manuscripts, as 
Irenaeus says, the passage in question read %& and not %v;, the pres- 
byters could know it without the sojourn of the apostle John at 
Ephesus. That is to say, with this passage, at least, nothing can be 

"3 I find no good reason for omitting et quinquagesimo as Corssen does; cf. on the 
contrary, Gettius Nodes Atticae, X, 28. 
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proved in favor of it. And a third might possibly make it doubtful 
again. 

7) Irenaeus says, V, 33, 3: 
quemadmodum presbyter! meminerunt, qui Johannetn discipulum domini vide- 
runt, audisse se ab eo, quemadmodum de temporibus illis docebat dominus et 
dicebat: Venient dies, in quibus vineae nascentur, singulae decern millia palmi- 
tum habentes, et in uno palmite dena millia brachiorum, et in uno vero palmite 
dena millia flagellorum, et in unoquoque flagello dena millia botruum, et in 
unoquoque botro dena millia acinorum, et unumquodque acinum expressum 
dabit vigintiquinque metretas vini etc. 

Here, too, it is not expressly stated that the presbyters had seen 
John in Asia; however, after the two passages first discussed it 
might possibly be assumed. But is it possible to trace this state- 
ment of Christ back to an apostle ? 

Zahn and Gutjahr have recently claimed that it can be, and cer- 
tainly, here as well as elsewhere, we must be on our guard not to 
judge from our own point of view and liking. But the similar 
descriptions adduced from the prophets are certainly far from com- 
ing up to that fantastic elaboration of future fruitfulness, and if one 
remembers how reserved Christ was in this very respect, it will always 
remain difficult to believe that even only one of his apostles should 
have told such a thing of him. 

But, again, the sojourn of the apostle at Ephesus is not thereby 
proved unhistorical; it is possible that the presbyters heard no more 
than that regarding it and that Irenaeus got no more from them. 14 
Or can it be possible that, if not consciously, then unconsciously, 
he took another John, to whom they referred, to be the apostle ? 
In favor of that, finally, the following is adduced: 

c) Irenaeus lays much stress upon his connection with the 
aposties, and, therefore, in one instance makes a presbyter, qui 
audierat ab his qui afostolos viderant (IV, 27, 1), after quoting him 
five times, a discipulus apostolorum himself (32, 1). Zahn, indeed, 
attempts to reconcile that in this way, namely: Irenaeus heard that 
which is contained in chapter 27 from the presbyter in question, to 
whom, though himself a disciple of the apostles, it had been com- 

"4 That this last passage is at least connected with the gospel of John one might 
infer from the use of the measure here applied, which, in the New Testament, is found 
only in John 2 : 6. But that would be a very unsafe procedure. 
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municated by other apostles. But in that case it appears strange 
that he should directly quote the presbyter five times and only at the 
very end call him a disciple of the apostles, although, if we assume 
the correctness of Zahn's explanation, this was here a matter of no 
importance. And still more is it impossible, as Gutjahr indicates, to 
distinguish this presbyter from the one mentioned previously. Abso- 
lutely nothing points in that direction. We shall, therefore, have to 
conclude with Harnack, although Zahn looks upon this as frivolous, 
that Irenaeus was too free with the use of the term apostolorum 
discipulus. But, again, in spite of what has been said, this does not 
prove that in the same way he had unknowingly identified another 
John with the apostle. That is only possible if he knew nothing 
else definite about the latter and his sojourn at Ephesus; but is not 
the contrary, in fact, to be concluded from what we hear of, or are 
able to infer from, his association with Polycarp ? Of that we must 
now speak. 

2. There are, again, three different sources from which we can 
ascertain the relation of Irenaeus to Polycarp; his own utterances, 
his relation to Polycarp in point of time, and a statement about his 
martyrdom in the Moscow mansucript. Let us see, therefore, what 
can be derived from them. 

a) Irenaeus himself says of Polycarp {Adv. Haer., Ill, 3, 4) : 8»» koI 
rifiels iapdicafiev iv ry trpwry rjfi&v ipuiciq; but of what nature this 
relationship was, he has had no occasion whatever to speak here. One 
would, therefore, not be permitted to conclude from the passage that 
it was a casual one, to say nothing of inferring from the kapcucap-ev 
that Irenaeus had only seen Polycarp. This would be refuted at 
once by the other passage in which Irenaeus expresses himself more 
definitely with reference to it; namely, his letter to Florinus. For in 
it he writes the latter (Eusebius, Historia Ecclesiastica V, 20, 5 f.) : 

eTSov <rt irals in &v iv rrj Kario "Airta irapa HoXvKapmp, \ap.wpS>s irpaaa-ovra 
iv ry PaaiKucrj avXrj, Kai ireipioptvov tvSoiaptZv imp' avrip. fiaXXov yap ra 
tot€ SwLixvr/ixovtvia r&v ivay\oi ytvo/xevw. at yap Ik mu&ov fta&jaw <rov- 
av£ov<rai rr} ^VXB tvovvrai airy, <oot« fie SvvaurOai eliretv #eal tov toitov «v 
<o Ka0e£o/Mvos SitAeyero 6 paxapioi HoXwapwos, xat tos wpooSovs avrov <cal 
rots curoSovs, Kai tov \apaKTrjpa rov fiiov, km. Tyv tov oiapaTOs iStav, icat ra« 
StaAe£eis as iiroietro irpbs to irkfjdos, kou t^v fitra. 'Icoawov o~vvavao-Tpo<f>r]V <u« 
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dmJyyeAAe kox rrjy ptra t<3v Xotirw T<ov liapaKormv tov Kvpiov, Kai o>s airep.vr)- 
povcvt tovs Xoyous avrtov, koi irtpi tov xvptov riva i)v a trap' liceivwv aKrjKoei, 
koi rrepl tcov owa.p.fW avTov, Kal irepi t>/s Si&MTKaXias, ojs irapa tojv auTOjrT<ov 
t>}s f<i»}s r< "' Xoyov jraptiXi/c>ei>s 6 IIoXvKapiros dmjyyeXXt iravra o-vp.<p<ova rais 
ypa<jxiii. 

According to this, therefore, Irenaeus had learned to know Polycarp 
very well; but had this not been the case only in his youth ? I am 
of the opinion that as yet one need not infer that, although Irenaeus 
continues (§7), 

toSto koi rare 01a to IXtos tov $eov to iir' ipol ycyovos o-irou&uws ^kouov, 
mrop.vrjpMTti6p.tvoi avra ovk iv X<V r »> °^' ^ v *$ */*B Kapoia, (cal dtl 810 
Tiyv X<¥> (V T0 '' ^*°" y^" * aira avapapvK&pai.- kou, owaptu SiapaprvpourOai 
ipyirpotrOcv tov Oeov, on €i ti toioutov euojKoei tKtivos 6 paicdpios kou airooTO- 
XikoS irpecr/JvYcpos, dvaKpa£as av kou Ip.^pdiai Tot <3ra avroS, koi to orwijfles 
avnp eiireov ' <5 KaXi 6 ««, €«s otbvs p.e Katpovs TenJpijKas, *va tovt<i>v dvex<"p/u ' 
ire<pevyti av Kal tov tojtov iv <S Ka6i£6p.tvos rj eo-rw t<Sv rotovrwv dKi/Koet Xoy<ov. 

For that which Irenaeus irais en &v had heard of Polycarp was, 
even according to section 6, so comprehensive that one could learn 
from it the entire point of view of the man; and that before this, he 
had spoken only of these reminiscences of his youth, can quite easily 
be explained by the supposition that he wanted to refute Florinus by 
means of what the latter had heard himself. But that Irenaeus did 
not also later associate with Polycarp is not rendered impossible 
thereby — difficult as it is to prove it from what has been said about 
the he iraiSav (laOrjreK . Only this can still be added, that iv rjj 
irpd)TTj i)imH>v ffkuciq may have a wider meaning than iravt eri tov — 
or does the chronology of the life of Polycarp and Irenaeus make it 
impossible that the latter could have heard the former except as a 
boy? 

b) The death of Polycarp has recently again been put in the year 
155 by Harnack and Corssen (Zeitschrift )wr die neutestamentliche 
Wissenschaft, 1902, 61 ff.). The general reasons, however, which the 
former gives in favor of 155 and against 166, which year, as is well 
known, still remains at our disposal, are not convincing: that in the 
latter case, Irenaeus could not have been born till about the year 153 
and must have become presbyter in Lyon at the age of 24 or 25 is 
true only if he saw Polycarp in the latter's last years, but while he 
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himself was still a boy (which must first be proved). That Polycarp 
himself, if he died in the year 166, must have been born in the year 
80 and therefore, could not very well have been taught and made 
bishop by the apostles, as we are told by Irenaeus (Adv. Haer., Ill, 3, 
4), is correct only if one takes these words very strictly; but even if 
Polycarp died in the year 155, and had therefore become a Christian 
in the year 69, he cannot have been taught and made bishop by several 
apostles. Accordingly, of the arguments which Harnack gives in 
favor of this date, only this one remains, that Statius Quadratus who, 
according to Martyrium Polycarpi, 21, was then proconsul of Asia, 
could not have become proconsul as late as the year 165, inasmuch as 
he had been consul, as we know, as early as the year 142. For that 
would make an interval of twenty-three years, and, during the second 
century, the longest known interval between consulate and procon- 
sulate was sixteen years only. But if, again, this is not convincing, 
a suspicion against this chronology must arise from the fact that we 
are compelled by the chronology of Aristides, as interpreted by Har- 
nack, to assume the presence of a proconsul Quadratus in Asia in 
the year 165. Now Corssen has attempted to prove from Aristides 
himself that Quadratus, on the contrary, had reached Asia in the 
year 154; and even if, in order to do so, he was compelled to change 
the date of the subscriptio of the address on Athene from \e to X<r, yet 
his estimate of the proconsulate of Quadratus seems to me to be 
preferable to the other. If, then, we indeed put the death of Poly- 
carp in the year 155, then the question arises, to be sure, as to whether 
Irenaeus could have been born early enough to have heard Polycarp 
later than in childhood. 

Against this conclusion Harnack adduces the following: 
a) Irenaeus says in his letter to Florinus that, when both heard 
Polycarp, the latter was Tutfiirpw trpaxraiav iv ry ftacrOaicy avXy, 
while he himself, as we have already seen, was still a boy. Now it is, 
he thinks, improbable that Florinus could have become a heretic as 
late as in his eightieth year; and, therefore, he could not have been 
born before the year 120, and Irenaeus, who at that time was still a 
boy, before the years 130-135. Harnack, therefore, assumes that 
Irenaeus wrote to Florinus when the latter had become completely a 
heretic, just as at the time of the other letter addressed to the Romish 
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bishop, Victor (189-198), of which letter there has been preserved to 
us a fragment in the Syrian translation. This Zahn, Corssen (Zeit- 
schrift }ilr die neutestamentliche Wissenschajt, 1903, 162 ff.), and 
Gutjahr have disputed for various reasons. Zahn is of the opinion 
that, at the time of the last-named letter, Florinus was no longer living, 
for it addresses itself only against his writings, and even if it con- 
tained this, "reproach him who has written this," it would have to 
be interpreted in the same way as when Marcion and Arius are 
reproached even long after their death in a personal address by 
Tertullian or Epiphanius. I cannot consider this explanation suf- 
ficient, and I think it just as little probable that Florinus, at the time 
of the letter addressed to him, was only leaning toward heresy, as is 
also believed by Corssen and Gutjahr. If both letters deal with the 
same heresy, they are probably also not very far apart in point of 
time, ls and this is likewise supported by the fact that Irenaeus does 
not yet mention Florinus in his chief work, which was written before 
the time of Victor. But in that case it is scarcely probable that 
Florinus, who at least did not come out publicly with his heretical 
views earlier than the year 190, could have been born before the year 
120; for if in this connection Hosius has been referred to, it must be 
remembered that in that case the situation is essentially different. 
Therefore, Irenaeus also could not well have been born before the year 
130; but still he had ample opportunities to see Polycarp. Or will 
it be necessary to locate his birthday at an even later date ? 

P) As we have seen, Irenaeus writes that, at the time when he 
and Florinus heard Polycarp, the latter had been XafVTrpm irpda-amv 
iv ry ftaaikucij avXjj . Usually this is translated: "in splendid posi- 
tion at the court," and, since the visit of Hadrian to Asia in the 
year 129 would be excluded by what has just been said, Harnack 
proposes to substitute that of Antoninus in the year 154 and thereby 
put Irenaeus' birthday about the year 142, inasmuch as at the time 
of the visit he was still a boy. But even the above interpretation of 
iv rrf fiaanXiKTJ avkij is not an undisputed one. Gutjahr wants to 
do one of two things, either to translate : " in the court of the basil- 
ica," on the strength of the Syrian translation of the church history 

*s Neither is this made probable by the aSOts in Eusebius, Hist., V, 20, 1, which 
Corssen interprets more correctly than Zahn. 
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of Eusebius (in which case the Greek would have had to be: ev rrj t»}? 
/Sao-tXt/cr)? av\ij) or, retaining the usual wording, in any case think 
of a building in which Polycarp was accustomed to teach. However, 
it can easily be seen that there was no occasion for mention of it in 
this place. It would have been necessary for those words to appear 
earlier, say after ev ry Kareo 'Atria. There is a greater probability 
that the expression is to be understood similarly to the phrase applied 
by Epiphanius to Ambrosius, the friend of Origenes, t« t&v Bia<f>av&v 
ev avXaii fiaaiXucats (Haer., 64, 3). But above all, we know, even 
in spite of Corssen, nothing definite of a visit of Antoninus to Asia 
in the year 154; it evidendy will not do, therefore, to refer this disputed 
event to just this year. Irenaeus may, therefore, have been born 
earlier than 142, unless again against this view, too, other reasons 
should be found. 

7) Harnack refers, besides, to the letter of recommendation 
addressed to Eleutheros which the confessors of Lugdunum gave 
to Irenaeus in the year 177-178 (Eusebius, Historic Eccksiastica, 
V, 4); this, indeed, does not seem to fit a man of sixty-three years 
of age — and according to Zahn this would have been the age of 
Irenaeus at that time. Harnack himself does not, of course, claim 
that it can be understood only by assuming that Irenaeus was born 
in the year 142. One could even doubt his election at the age of 35 
as successor to the ninety-year-old bishop Pothinos, which election 
actually took place in the year 177. We shall, therefore, no doubt 
be permitted to put the date of his birth a little earlier, but not beyond 
the year 130; and with this fits in well the statement of Irenaeus 
himself (Adv. Haer., V, 30, 1) that the apocalypse had been written 
ov irpb ttoWov yp&vov, aXka o^eSw iirl t>}? fifierepas yeveas • however, 
little can be gathered from it in the way of an accurate account 
of time. And such is the situation in general; one, therefore, 
cannot assume an intimate acquaintanceship with Polycarp, unless, 
finally, it can be proved by the statement found in the Moscow manu- 
script of the Martyrium Polycarpi. About that, finally, something 
will have to be said. 

c) In the Moscow manuscript we find : 

km tovto oe (freperai iv rots Elpr/vaiov <rvyypafi/juuriv, ori y f/fiepa /cat <opa iv 
"Sifivpvrj ifiapTvpujcTtv 6 Tlo\vKapiroi, r/Kov<r€v <f>o>vr)v iv rrj P<i>/tat<ov iroXet 
iirdp)(<DV 6 Eiprjvato^ <»s <rc£A.7riyyos Aeytmriys" " HoXmapwos i/juxprvp , q(r€v." 
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The further assertion of, this manuscript to the effect that, at the time 
of the martyrdom of Polycarp, Irenaeus had taught many in Rome, 
is incredible in view of the letter just mentioned, which was given 
him by the confessors of Lugdunum and by which alone he was 
to be introduced to the church at Rome. On that account it cannot 
even be inferred that he had gone to Rome together with Polycarp; at 
the very most it could only have been for a short and unofficial visit 
there, say on his trip to Gaul. But the specific statement, with which 
we are here concerned, would not be justified by the above quota- 
tion; and if one felt inclined to accept the latter as historical, a close 
relationship between Irenaeus and Polycarp would not even then neces- 
sarily follow; indeed, such relation would become entirely inconceiv- 
able if the subscript™ in the Mosquensis originated in the Vita 
Poly car pi, and if the latter were credible, and, as far as it was con- 
cerned, precluded such a relationship with Irenaeus. All these three 
latter statements are defended by Corssen (Zeitschrift }ur die neu- 
testamentliche Wissenschaft, 1904, 266 ff.), and he gains thereby, at 
the same time, a direct proof against the sojourn of the apostle John 
atEphesus. This is sufficient reason for closely investigating his 
claims. 

Like others before him, he calls attention, in the first place, to the 
similarity between the statement in the subscriptio: 

EiptjvaZos .... tov fKKkijauumKov kclvovol ical KaOoXucbv <os irapiXafiov impia. 
tou ayiov (JIoXvKa.pirov) kox irapi&uiKtv 

and the sentence, Vila Pol., 12 : 

(86$r) oSv £jto XpMTToC (JJoA.i>Ka/wra>) to fiev irpwrov StSacrKaXias opdrjs «kkXi/- 
criaoriKOS kolOoXikos kclvwv. 

But, unlike others, he does not conclude that both were written 
by the same man. For one would not then be able to explain why 
the author of the subscriptio of the Moscow manuscript should 
have omitted just those words which he could use best, namely: 
/caOoK 8rj\a>o~a> iv t$ Kade^ifi. However, if, on that account, Corssen 
assumes that the shorter subscriptio originated in the Vita Polycarpi, 
he can affirm this only by imagining that in its beginning, among 
other things, an allusion to a revelation which Pionius had received 
from Polycarp had been omitted, and can explain the connection 
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with the subscriptio in the Mosquensis only by assuming that its 
author too had been acquainted with the Vita. But is it not much 
simpler to identify him with the author of the latter and to explain 
the omission of those words on the ground that the Vita from the 
very beginning related nothing about such a revelation ? For with 
such a conclusion this fact also harmonizes quite well, that here 
just as at the end of the subscriptio in the Mosquensis we find at 
the close: 

<5 (sc. t<j> OetS) ij 8o£a km to Kparos .... <ruv T<}> imrpl km t<5 vl<S km t<o 
dyta) irvtvpan, 

while in chapter 23 we find quite correctly: 

X<ipt.Ti rov ■xavTOKpa.Topos 0cov km Kvpiov yp.<ov 'lr/aov Xpiorov, &' ov T<p 
iopdrm km d/xerpi/T&> jxovio AOavdrm irarpl iv T<3 ayim km irapaKXi/JTm irvev/wiTi 
86£a, Tip.r}, kcu KpaTOi Kai rjv kox tort. k<u tvrai «is tovs attSvas. 

For he who expressed himself so inexactly once does not therefore 
need to do so continually. But all this is quite unimportant with 
reference to the main point in question, for whatever its connection 
with the Vita Polycarpi may be, the statement in the Mosquensis is 
certainly to be explained and judged according to that. What then 
are its claims upon authenticity ? 

If not the shorter subscriptio of the Martyrium Polycarpi, which 
already mentions Pionius as its author, but only the longer one which 
is found in the Mosquensis, is either composed by or borrowed from 
the author of the Vita Polycarpi, there is not only no longer any 
reason to identify the latter with Pionius, but one has no right to do 
so. For even if the above shorter subscriptio be genuine, the same 
man would hardly have changed it later to the form in which we 
find it in the Mosquensis; but if, in some way or other, the Vita 
Polycarpi is connected with it, its author can by no means be the 
Pionius here referred to. Nor are, in fact, any of the points of con- 
tact with the martyrdom of Pionius mentioned by Corssen at all 
convincing. It may be that the vision which he, according to that 
authority, had the day before Polycarp's birthday (i. e., date of 
death) points to a special reverence for the latter (a reverence which, 
in case of a presbyter of the church of Smyrna, is indeed self-evident) ; 
it may be also that Pionius, by virtue of his training, was especially 
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well qualified to erect to Polycaxp a literary monument (a thing 
which he actually did, according to the shorter subscript™). But 
with all that, that our Vita Polycarpi was a part of it is not proved 
by any means. And of what use is it to us that, according to chapter 
20, its author, as well as the martyr, appears to have been a presbyter, 
and that, according to chapters 15 f. he as well as the latter might have 
remained unmarried ? Moreover to say that the remark in chapter 
6 : <£j\o/ta0€«, el icai rive? a\\oi, /cat irpoatpvek Tat? OeiaK <ypa<paZ<; 
oi rr)v avaToXfjv olxovpre; avdpmtrot, sounds as if its author knew 
the country and the people of the orient from personal experience — 
and Pionius had been in Palestine — is in itself a pretty bold state- 
ment; but if the author of the Vita, like the latter, was educated 
along rhetorical and philosophical lines, he was only one among a 
hundred others with the same accomplishments. The logos doctrine 
also and the expectation of a icpfoK Sia irvpbs, as well as the opposition 
to the Jews, were not especially significant, even the emphasis laid 
on the beauty of Smyrna was such a usual* 6 thing that the agreement 
of the Vita Polycarpi, 30, with Martyrium Pionii, 4, need not cause 
surprise. The kind of similarity which is said to exist between the 
Vita Polycarpi, 27: fcaym t£ 0eq> tnarev<o, ak\h r<2>T0txcp ov "jnareCxo 
and Martyrium Pionii, 5 : icayw \4yrn on iea\6v e<m rb %r\v, a\X' 
i/celvo Kpelaaav 8 rjfiels iirnroOovfiev I do not at all understand; and 
Vita 12: 7ro\\a«t? ainbv irpoTpetyax ical irapaKa\4aa<i 6 BovkoXos 
fioXn e/reure Trpo? to ical avrbv inrb Kvpiov 7rcu8ev0fjvai ical iv 
iicicXrjffia rbv T775 KaTqjfrfaeaK troir^aaaQai \6yov, according to what 
follows, can, indeed, only bear Lightfoot's translation : " many a time 
did Bukolus, by exhortation and encouragement, with difficulty per- 
suade him to allow himself to be disciplined by the Lord and to give 
catechetical discourses in church," and forms, therefore, no parallel 
passage to Martyrium Pionii, n, in which irpot with the infinitive is 
used causatively. The similarity to chapter 4 is so small and unno- 
ticeable that in this case also one need not infer a relationship to the 
Vita Polycarpi. And, moreover, this additional feature presents itself 
that in chapter 2, a fact of which Corssen takes no notice whatever, 
the Vita combats a form of observing Easter which certainly is not 

16 Compare Lightfoot, The Apostolic Fathers, II, 3, 462 f., J. Weiss, Prot. Real- 
Encyclopddie, 3d ed., X, 550. 
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attested earlier than the fourth century, and that it criticises the 
quartodeciman practice, to which Polycarp himself was devoted, a 
fact which the genuine Pionius might easily have been aware of. 
It will, therefore, have to stand that the Vita does not come from 
Pionius, but is later; but in that case its report also with reference to 
the relationship of Polycarp to John has less weight, and would have 
even if it should deny such a relationship. 

That, however, is really not at all the case. The Vita Polycarpi, 
it is true, relates, chapters 2 ff., that Polycarp had been appointed by 
Bukolus as his successor, in the same way as his predecessor had been 
appointed by Paul; but that can perhaps be accounted for by the 
fact that, as we have seen, Paul only was spoken of in Polycarp's 
letter which is known to the Vita (chap. 12). That John is not men- 
tioned does not mean that, in the opinion of its author, he could not 
have been the teacher of Polycarp; and, even if this were so, such 
a statement could not have any weight over against the testimony of 
Irenaeus. 17 This inference, however, remains possible that, though 
not a bold falsification, it was a mistake; for, in spite of the sub- 
scripts to the Martynum Polycarpi found in the Codex Mosquensis, 
a rather intimate relationship between him and Polycarp is finally 
rendered impossible by the fact that, except in the two instances men- 
tioned (III, 3, 4; V, 33, 4), Irenaeus makes mention of Polycarp 
nowhere in his great work. He might, therefore, also have confused 
the John who was mentioned by the latter, with the apostle, if, at 
the time of Polycarp, another John had actually lived in Asia. But 
can that be proved ? 

3. We saw above that Papias certainly distinguishes from the 
apostle John another, whom he calls presbyter; but that the presbyter 
John is to be sought in Asia he does not say expressly. Schlatter 
and Bacon have even attempted to prove that he is to be sought in 
Jerusalem, and that he was identical with the later bishop of the con- 
gregation there or with the one mentioned in Acts 4 : 6 and had belonged 
to the converted priests spoken of in Acts 6:7;. but though they have 
not succeeded in doing so, nothing, indeed, points toward Asia. 
For we recognized above that the fact that even Eusebius makes 

'7 Since the above was written, Hilgenfeld, in the ZeUschrijt jiir wissenschajtliche 
Theologie, 1905, 444 ff., has also combated Corssen's opinions. 
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Papias a listener of this John is incompatible with his own words; 
even the ical tovto 6 irpetrfivrepo? e\&ye fEusebius, Historia Ecclesi- 
astica, III, 39, 15) need not to be understood that way. 

" That the Alogi and Caius also who denied the genuineness of the 
apocalypse seem to have known nothing of the existence of a second 
John, even Bousset admits (Die Oftenbarung Johannes, 36). Other- 
wise they would not have resorted to the desperate means of making 
Cerinthus the author of the apocalypse." And if — not to return to 
Irenaeus again — he attempts to recognize the presbyter in the John 
whom Polycrates in his letter to Victor (Eusebius, Historia Ecclesias- 
tica, V, 24, 3) introduces in the iieydXa <TToiy(€ia of Asia it must be 
said that that is decidedly unfounded. John, is it true, is here named 
only in the second place after Philippus; but this is probably done 
in order to put him above the former. For if we are told that he had 
worn a priest's frontlet, we are, no doubt, to take the expression 
figuratively, especially in the connection in which we find it, and are 
not to refer it to the presbyter John, whom only Bacon considers a 
former high priest. And if Polycrates has made Philippus the evan- 
gelist an apostle, the possibility of the development of the idea of a 
sojourn of the apostle John at Ephesus can be derived from that of 
the presbyter, only in case the latter is established in Asia Minor. 

However, even Dionysius of Alexandria who ascribes the apoca- 
lypse to another John, not the apostle, based his statement not upon 
the tradition of a presbyter by this name, who was supposed to have 
lived in Asia Minor, but only upon the rumor: Svo iv 'E<peaa> jepea- 
0cu /jLvrj/jLara ica\ e/cdrepov 'Imdvvov Xeyerdai, which, of course, might 
have had other reasons. Eusebius was the first to combine the state- 
ment of Papias with this one, and has thus produced a presbyter John 
in Ephesus ; before this there had been no reference to him and those 
who mentioned him later probably obtained their information from 
Eusebius. 

Nevertheless it might be possible also, that the presbyter John 
of Papias to whose existence we must hold fast, although he is men- 
tioned by no one again until the time of Eusebius, actually lived 
in Asia Minor, but that Papias did not meet him, either because he 
had died earlier or had lived in another locality. And, further, since 
Irenaeus seems to have heard Polycarp only as a boy, it might also 
be conceived that he had only misunderstood the latter, but that he 
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himself had had in mind that very presbyter. The controversy about 
the sojourn of the apostle John at Ephesus, therefore, cannot be 
settled by referring to Irenaeus. Just as little can Polycrates and 
Clemens Alexandrinus, the Acts of John and the antimontanist 
Apollonius (Eusebius, Historia Ecclesiaslica, V, 18, 14), though inde- 
pendent, on that account be taken as reliable witnesses for it; we 
shall have to try to find an answer rather in the Johannine literature, 
which we have thus far left unused. 

Beginning here with the Apocalypse we find that it certainly takes 
for granted that, at its time, only one Ephesian John was known. 
It speaks of its author solely as John, the servant of God, and not as 
an apostle in distinction from another, or as such another in distinction 
from the former. Whether it really belongs, or has only been attri- 
buted, to one of the two is a question which can be passed over by 
us; because, even if, for the reasons which are well known, its author- 
ship should not be attributed to the apostle, its author might easily 
have thought of the apostle in speaking of John. Likewise, however, 
it remains conceivable, for the present, that it was written by the 
presbyter, or at least attributed to him. A decision can again be 
reached only on the basis of the gospel of John. 

It seems to me incontestable that the gospel of John also had its 
origin in or about Ephesus. The remarkable relations with the 
Apocalypse, and especially those with the logos speculation which we 
find in Asia earlier and later than this (in the case of Justin), the 
polemic (though not to be exaggerated) against the followers of John 
the Baptist, and finally the effects which at first we notice in case of 
those who lived in Asia Minor, all point to the Ephesian origin of 
the gospel of John. But in that case the disciple whom we find in 
the foreground in the gospel of John must also have been known 
there ; for it can hardly be probable that its author desired to present 
a purely ideal personality or to give his readers a riddle. But whom 
now does he mean when he speaks of that disciple ? 

If in John 1:41 f. we read that one of the two disciples who had 
gone to Christ from John the Baptist was Andrew and that he was the 
first to find his own brother Simon and that he took him to Jesus, this 
seems to take it for granted that the other, too, had a brother and had 
taken him to Jesus. But this other pair of brothers could only have 
been the sons of Zebedee who, as is well known, are put together 
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with Simon and Andrew in all catalogues of the apostles. And this is 
all the more likely because Philip, who is everywhere designated as 
the fifth disciple, is also called by Jesus, John 1:43, and because 
Nathanael, whom the former found, 1:45, i n a ^ probability is iden- 
tical with Bartholomew, the sixth or seventh disciple, according to 
the catalogues of the apostles. The disciple who was won over first 
by Andrew must, therefore, have been a son of Zebedee, whether 
John or James, cannot as yet be decided. 

Then, in 13 : 23, we read of a disciple who, on the occasion of the 
last supper, lay on Jesus' breast and whom Jesus loved. Of course 
it is one of the twelve, and most likely also one of the favorite dis- 
ciples. And since immediately after Simon Peter is mentioned and 
distinguished from the beloved disciple, the latter must be one of the 
sons of Zebedee. Which one of them does not as yet become clear 
here either, just as it does not in later instances in which the expres- 
sion: tv rjydira or i<f>i\ei 6 'fr/<roOs recurs: 19:26 and 20:2. A defi- 
nite answer is possible only on the basis of 2i:2off. 

In this connection the question whether this chapter shares its 
origin with the author of the preceding ones, or was added by some 
one else, may remain an open one. Even if the latter were accepted, 
one would have to assume that the one in question knew who the dis- 
ciple was whom Jesus loved and who, on the occasion of the last sup- 
per, lay on his breast. And to this we are led also by the enumera- 
tion of the witnesses of this scene in 21:2 — Simon Peter, Thomas, 
Nathanael, the sons of Zebedee, and two others of his disciples. 
Thomas and Nathanael and the last named disciples are excluded, 
because they do not belong to the favorite disciples; likewise Peter 
who, before this, is spoken of by way of distinction from the unnamed. 
The latter, therefore, certainly belongs to the sons of Zebedee. If 
now the meaning of ehv avrbv 0d\a> piveiv &>? Ip^o/wit, rl irpbs <j& 
were: he should remain until Christ came to him in a vision, one 
would therefore have to think of John as the apocalyptist; but this 
explanation is probably too uncertain. It is clear, on the contrary, 
that a rumor had been spread abroad about that disciple that he was 
not to die; but in case of the two sons of Zebedee that is intelligible in 
the case of John only, for, as we have seen, James had been put to 
death as early as 44. John must, therefore, have been the disciple 
who was prized above all at Ephesus about the year 100; the latter. 
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the apostle, must, therefore, be thought of also in the case of the 
John of the Apocalypse which had appeared a few years earlier, and 
not the presbyter. At this time, at least, the presbyter cannot have 
played an important rdle in Asia Minor. 

Only one point might yet be made effective against this conclusion, 
viz. : that the second and third epistles of John name the Elder as 
their author. It does not do to say that the apostle John was called 
the elder simply because of his long life; for that in itself would be 
strange, if, as was the case, the word -irpeatUvrepos even at that time 
designated an office, and, moreover, would lack all support. Papias, 
as we know, distinguishes from the apostle a presbyter John, and 
appears to call him simply 6 irpeafivrepos; to him, therefore, these 
two epistles either belong or have been attributed. As they are cer- 
tainly later than the gospel and the first epistle, that which has been 
said on the John presupposed in the latter remains unaffected. 

If, therefore, the apostle John was so well-known a personality at 
Ephesus at the end of the first century that one thought of him at 
once, upon the mere mention of the name John, the servant of God, 
or by merely referring to the disciple whom Jesus loved, then, in all 
probability, he must have been there. When he got there we cannot, 
of course, say: in any case, however, after Paul had left this country; 
perhaps when Peter left Jerusalem to go to Rome; perhaps only 
after the outbreak of the Jewish war or the destruction of Jerusalem; 
perhaps even very much later. How long he lived there we again do 
not know; probably, as Irenaeus relates, he was heard there by Poly- 
carp; but whether he lived until the time of Trajan is again doubtful. 
For the apocalypse was written in the time of Domitian, but not 
actually by the apostle; it was only attributed to him; he must at that 
time have been dead. And thus there would be explained, at the 
same time, why, except perhaps in the case of Ignatius, nothing is 
said anywhere about his sojourn at Ephesus before the time of 
Irenaeus. The sphere of his activity might, in general, be an entirely 
different one from that of Peter's, as also at the end of the gospel of 
John the latter himself is told: "Feed my sheep," but of John it is 
said: "If I will that he tarry till I come, what is that to thee ?" But 
to show in full wherein his influence manifests itself would again 
carry us far beyond the limits of this paper, and will, therefore, have 
to be reserved for a later occasion. 



